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EUROPEAN COMMON FOREIGN, SECURITY
AND DEFENSE POLICIES—IMPLICATIONS
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND THE ATLAN-
TIC ALLIANCE

Wednesday, November 10, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman
(Chairman of the Committee) presiding.

Chairman GILMAN. The Committee will come to order.

The Committee on International Relations meets today to receive
testimony on European Common Foreign, Security, and Defense
Policies—Implications for the United States and the Atlantic Alli-
ance.

We are privileged to have before us two distinguished foreign
visitors—Chairman Brok of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the European Parliament, and Mr. Iain Duncan Smith, Shadow
Secretary for Defense in the British House of Commons.

We welcome you both and also the next panel of distinguished
experts on our topic today.

The United States has, since the end of the Second World War,
supported in various ways what is sometimes called the European
Project, the gradual unification of Europe.

Postwar statesmen, confronted with a continent largely in ruins,
decided that an ever-closer union was the solution to decades of on-
and-off war. If Europeans could unite into one entity of some sort,
they would be less likely to make war on one another. That project
is now being carried out through the European Union.

The United States also set its own stamp on European security
and defense policy by leading the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. Fifty years old, NATO has proven to be the most successful
defensive alliance in history.

NATO, having expanded several times, most recently to the east,
is now being challenged. Some Americans and Europeans call the
United States to end its role in Europe because they think that it
is time for Europeans to go it alone. Others profess to support a
continued role for the United States, but press for changes to Euro-
pean security structures that would leave us without influence
commensurate with our contribution, or would undermine other
members of the NATO alliance not part of the European Union.
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I have felt that American support for European unification was
appropriate. Presidents of both parties have a long history of sup-
porting unification. If unification is what our democratic, European
friends want, we ought to support it, but we should not be blind
to the problems it may cause for our Nation.

The problems of European unity, as well as the advantages, are
noticeable today in the area of our economic relations. That, how-
ever, is not the topic of this hearing. But I believe that some of our
present trade problems with Europe may be avoided with the ad-
vent of greater European political and foreign policy unity.

The powers of the EU in Brussels have not been responsible for
considering the security implications of decisions on trade and de-
velopment. These have been solely the concerns of the national gov-
ernments. If a security consciousness can permeate the EU, it
might take a different view of Iran, for example.

On the other hand, we need to be concerned as tested security
and political structures change. We can’t force Europeans to orga-
nize themselves in a manner most convenient for us, but we can
let them know about our concerns.

NATO may have come under some unexpected criticism in this
country of late, but perhaps the only thing that is more likely than
European agriculture policy to upset Americans is the idea that the
EU wants to displace NATO as the main security structure in the
Euro-Atlantic area.

European political, foreign policy and security unification clearly
poses a host of challenges for the United States.

We may have a Mr. Europe to call, but will he be able to talk
back without checking in with 15 captains?

Will European foreign policy be the least common denominator?

Will Europeans get together mainly about the fact that they may
resent American initiatives?

Will Europe really develop a military force that will operate inde-
pendently of NATO and the United States?

Will Europe divert resources and forces away from NATO to cre-
ate independent capabilities? If so, who will cover the slack created
in those NATO functions, especially with European defense spend-
ing on the downturn?

Will the EU discriminate against the non-EU European NATO
allies?

These are among the questions I hope we can address during to-
day’s session.

At this time, I would like to turn to the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, Mr. Gejdenson, for any opening statement he might have.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I commend you for
holding these hearings, and I think it is terribly important for us
to develop an understanding with our European allies about secu-
rity.
I feel that it is time for Europeans to take a greater role. The
Europeans will hear conflicting responses from Americans. We ask
them to take more of the burden and then, as soon as they do, we
will be concerned about their going off on their own course.

I think as democratic nations with similar goals, it is important
for us to be more equal partners, and I think it does make sense
for Europe to join together to be able to carry out its responsibil-
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ities. The lesson of the battle in Kosovo is that the Europeans have
to figure out a way to have the various assets necessary for robust
engagement, technologies in air and ground and missile systems.

Looking to the United States, you cannot blame our European
friends for being confused. We saw the Senate rejecting the test
ban treaty, and a hundred Members of the Republican Party, in-
cluding the vast majority of the Republican leadership, voting
against Mr. Bereuter’s resolution, simply commending our involve-
ment in NATO. We would have to excuse our European friends if
they are somewhat confused by the actions here in Washington.

So I am thrilled that you are holding this meeting, Mr. Chair-
man. It is an important discussion that we should undertake.

Chairman GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Gejdenson. Are there any
other Members seeking recognition?

Mr. Chabot?

Mr. CHABOT. No.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman GILMAN. Mr. Sherman.

Mr. SHERMAN. I would like to amplify what the gentleman from
Connecticut said about burden-sharing. I think it is perhaps the
biggest rip-off in history that the United States has been forced to
bear the burden of defending democracy and freedom around the
world while a block of countries richer than ourselves does so little,
that they do less than half of the combat on their own continent,
and do zero to protect South Korea and zero to protect Taiwan.

I want to comment on the French and the European reaction to
our proposals for missile defense. I don’t know whether missile de-
fense is cost-effective. That is a U.S. decision. But for the French
to tell us that we need shared risk is to add a level of chutzpah
to international affairs.

Because what is the risk that the missile defense system is sup-
posed to deal with? It is basically nuclear weapons on ballistic mis-
siles from rogue states. Which country in the world—which democ-
racy in the world—has done the most to make sure that rogue
states may get nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles? Well,
France. So France says we should have a shared risk, a risk they
helped create.

Not only that, they insulate themselves from that risk by the pol-
icy of accentuating it. That is to say, I don’t think that Iranian mis-
siles are going to get Paris if Paris dollars are flowing to create
those missiles. So they buy off the Iranians by giving them the
tools necessary to destroy Americans, and then say that we should
live under shared risk.

Obviously, there are nondemocratic countries, particularly Rus-
sia, which has a much worse record than France on providing tech-
nology to Iran and others; but among the democracies, the French
have been the most critical of us protecting ourselves from the risk
that they have done so much to create.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Sherman.

Is there any other Member seeking recognition?

If not, our first panel consists of Mr. Elmar Brok and Mr. Iain
Duncan Smith. These distinguished leaders were chosen as rep-
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resenting quite different schools of thought on European foreign
policy and security unification.

Mr. Brok is Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
Human Rights and Common Defense and Security Policy of the Eu-
ropean Parliament. He is a senior Member of the center-right
Christian Democratic party in Germany, and a leader of the Group
of the European People’s Party-European Democrats in the EP.

He is also a long-time participant in the U.S.-European Par-
liament Exchange, which is how we got to know one another many
years ago. He is a long-time observer of north Atlantic security af-
fairs. He visits with us in Washington quite often.

We welcome you, Mr. Chairman.

This hearing is also a historic step in cooperation between the
Congress and the European Parliament. We look forward to our
forthcoming joint meeting in Brussels in January.

Mr. Iain Duncan Smith is Shadow Secretary of State for Defence
in the British Parliament. That makes him the main spokesman
for the conservative opposition party on defense issues. He is a
graduate of Sandhurst and served with the British Army in North-
ern Ireland and Zimbabwe. He is known for his special interest in
Euro-Atlantic cooperation on a ballistic missile defense capacity
and would not, I believe, be offended if I were to describe him as
a committed Euro-skeptic.

Gentlemen, your remarks will be entered in the record and you
may summarize them as you see fit.

Chairman GILMAN. Chairman Brok, would you begin with your
testimony?

STATEMENT OF ELMAR BROK, M.E.P., CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HUMAN RIGHTS, COMMON SECURITY
AND DEFENSE POLICY, THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

Mr. BrROK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Ladies and gentlemen, it is a great honor to address the Con-
gress of the United States and, in particular, the distinguished
Members of the International Relations Committee of the House of
Representatives on the issue of the European defense and security
identity after the EU Summit in Cologne and the Transatlantic
Link. Everyone knows the enormous contribution made in the past
by the U.S. to peace, democracy and freedom in Europe, especially
in Germany. This is something which shall never be forgotten.

Exactly ten years ago, I was dancing on the Berlin Wall before
the Brandenburg Gate, and I knew from then on that this opening
of the Berlin Wall was only possible because of the U.S. Congress
and the United States Administration, and we will never forget
this in Germany. I want to say this especially, now that we have
the tenth anniversary of the fall of The Wall in Berlin. I was in
a meeting with Mikhail Gorbachev, George Bush, and Helmut Kohl
on Monday; and Helmut Kohl explained the same position, that
without American policy over the decades, the reunification of Ger-
many and Europe would never have happened. I would like to
thank you for this today.

Who could have thought, in the aftermath of World War II, that
a Union would emerge out of the ruins of Europe, and that this
Union would encompass 15 democratic nations with different tradi-



5

tions but united by common values? Who could have thought that
this European Union would be about to welcome 12 new members
in the near future, ten of them formerly incorporated in the Soviet
Empire? Who could have thought that the mere existence of a Eu-
ropean Union would change the whole pattern of interstate rela-
tions on the European continent?

The European Union is a state under construction. The founding
fathers—Adenauer, De Gasperi, and Schuman—decided in 1950 to
create a single market for coal and steel products. They had in
mind the political unity of Europe, not just the free movement and
the control of two items which were vital for producing guns and
tanks at that time.

The first European Community, for coal and steel, was followed
shortly after by the attempt to create, with the support of the
United States, a European Community for defense. Unfortunately
the corresponding treaty was defeated in 1954 before the French
National Assembly.

In 1957, the European Economic Community was created, and in
1987, a European single market was established. But the political
dimension of the European construction was never forgotten. Every
achievement was seen as one more step to the final goal: a politi-
cally united European Union, which makes war between its mem-
bers impossible.

The European Union, a name first used in the Treaty of
Maastricht in 1992, is the implementation of this political project.
Launched by Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterrand, this treaty
put on track the European Monetary Union, the Common Foreign
and Security Policy, and a policy for justice and home affairs.

The EU has statelike features. It has an elected parliament, a
court of justice and an executive sui generis. The Union has the
power to make laws—called regulations and directives—applicable
in our member states, just like Federal laws. Most of them are co-
decided by the Council, acting by qualified majority, and the Euro-
pean Parliament. This is a two-chamber model, like in the United
States.

The Treaty of Amsterdam, which entered into force earlier this
year, is a continuation of the political project set in motion in the
1950’s. It reinforces the Treaty of Maastricht in many aspects, such
as the codecision procedure, but its main features can be seen in
CFSP. The post of High Representative for CFSP as part of a new
troika has been created. The integration of the Western European
Union into the European Union is foreseen in order to give the EU
an access to a military capacity; the so-called Petersberg tasks,
which were defined in 1992 by the WEU Council of Ministers, have
been included in the European Union. A new EU instrument has
also been created, a common strategy which makes the use of ma-
jority voting in CFSP possible.

The success of the European Union can best be measured by the
reality of the European single currency, the Euro. The European
Union is also the trading power in the world with the most widely-
opened market. Finally, the European Union plays an active role
in world affairs. The foreign aid of the European Union and its
member states in 1997 amounted to $33 billion; that given by the
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United States amounted to less than $7 billion. This is also part
of burden-sharing.

The success of the EU is not only the success of the Europeans.
It is also your success, the success of the United States and of
NATO. Isn’t it a good sign for our future relationship that our new
High Representative for CFSP, Mr. Javier Solana, was very re-
cently Secretary General of NATO?

NATO is an organization which has been preserving peace, de-
mocracy, freedom, and stability in Europe for 50 years and which
will continue to do so in the foreseeable future. NATO is a free as-
sociation of countries on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean, which
links Europe, the United States and Canada. Conceived in a geo-
political environment, characterized by the division between two
antagonistic blocks, NATO—unlike the Warsaw Pact and the So-
viet Union itself—survived the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the
Iron Curtain. One can say that NATO won the Cold War in a
peaceful way. In fact, since 1989, NATO has shown a remarkable
capacity to adapt to the new geopolitical context prevailing in Eu-
rope, wherein cooperation has replaced rivalry. But Europe itself is
just on the way to doing so.

Since 1990, the classical, regional, conventional wars are possible
again, implicating the danger that the old rule of violence will come
back to Europe. We cannot expect that the U.S. will continue to do
the job of preventing or stopping war on the regional level in Eu-
rope for us.

The way NATO took military action in and around Kosovo to pro-
tect a whole population from ethnic cleansing was one of its great-
est achievements. At the same time, this war, fought on behalf of
common democratic values, acted as a catalyst for Europe’s con-
sciousness because it became clear to the Europeans that no diplo-
matic action could ever be successful if it could not be sustained,
if necessary, by military action. The Kosovo War will be considered
in the future as a milestone in the history of the EU, because it
was the key factor, which led to the declaration adopted on 4 June
1999 in Cologne by the EU’s 15 heads of state and government.

The aim of this declaration was to provide the EU with the ca-
pacity for autonomous action backed up by credible military forces
in order to implement the Petersberg tasks. This is to be done by
incorporating the WEU into the European Union. Collective de-
fense, however, will remain within NATO.

The Cologne Declaration is in line with the decisions taken in
1996 in Berlin by the North Atlantic Council to develop a European
security and defense identity within the Alliance. I quote “taking
full advantage of the approved CJTF concept, this identity will be
grounded on sound military principles and supported by appro-
priate military planning and permit the creation of militarily coher-
ent and effective forces capable of operating under the program
control and strategic direction of the WEU.” This is exactly what
we are aiming at in bringing the WEU into the EU.

What the ESDI will involve in the way of action and planning
for action has been defined to some extent in Berlin and Wash-
ington. There can be European action within NATO which does not
involve all NATO members with, for example, the use of combined
joint task forces, and the Europeans may have a chain of command
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running down from the European Deputy Supreme Allied Com-
mander—Europe.

The other aspect of the ESDI is that of participation. Which
countries will be involved? There are 17 European countries in
NATO—11 of them EU member states and six currently outside
the EU, although four have applied for membership. The WEU ac-
tually covers some 28 European countries, ten of them being full
members and 18 being associated in one way or another.

Recently in Bosnia or Kosovo, for example, other countries which
may be considered European, like Russia and the Ukraine, have
worked with NATO/WEU Members.

So where is the ESDI? Is it to be built around the EU, even with
its neutral member states, sometimes called “non-Allies,” or around
the European nations within NATO or around the WEU; or is it
a broader concept which could include Russia, Ukraine, Georgia,
Armenia and beyond?

In my opinion, the European Union should be the focus of ESDI
for the following reasons. Within the Amsterdam Treaty, we cre-
ated mechanisms which will make the CFSP more effective, such
as the principle of “constructive abstention”. This enables member
states—and those most concerned are likely to be our “non-Allies,”
for example, the four countries not members of NATO—to abstain
on a decision by the EU to take military action without preventing
such a decision being taken at all. The abstainers would not be ex-
pected to participate in such military action, although all member
states would be able to participate if so desired.

Second, we also have established Mr. CFSP, the public face of
our common foreign and security policy, together with the foreign
relations commissioner, who will make our foreign policy more visi-
ble and coherent. He will be supported by a policy planning and
early warning unit, a political and military committee, and by the
relevant instruments of WEU, such as a military committee, a
headquarters, a situation center, a satellite center and an institu-
tion for security studies, once the WEU has been incorporated into
the EU, which may happen by the end of 2000.

The European Union will consequently be able to decide and act
more quickly.

Third, if the European Union decides on military intervention in
order to deal with a crisis, the door must remain open for non-EU
members to take part, as is the case in the WEU. If the military
action is conducted autonomously, the European Union must be
able to invite other countries to take part in it by preserving its
autonomy of decision under the CFSP. If the action is conducted by
making use of CJTF, the NATO/WEU arrangements will prevail,
which means that after the WEU’s incorporation into the EU, the
EU and the NATO will have to find the best format for their new
Cupertino.

I am pleased to see that NATO has been adapted in such a way
that it enables the Europeans to conduct military operations with
the means and capacities of the Alliance, by making use of a Euro-
pean chain of command.

Fourth, finally, we cannot ignore the fact that while NATO’s
remit is limited to military matters, the EU cannot only be in-
volved in, indeed undertake, military action, but also plan and fi-
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nance postwar rehabilitation. The EU can provide humanitarian
aid and economic assistance to reconstruct a war-torn region, and
it can decide on political measures such as the stability pact for
Southeast Europe in order to bring an entire region closer to Eu-
rope and the Euro-Atlantic structures.

Fifth, the EU with its common legal order, common market, com-
mon currency, common environment and social policy has created
a common interest which is the base for a credible security and de-
fense policy. The authority for our common trade policy is entirely
in the hands of the Union—a fact that is important for the ques-
tions discussed here, too.

Consequently, if we do not want to make a Freudian concept out
of ESDI, the search for identity, we should be pragmatic and con-
sider that the EU will be the basket in which ESDI will take
shape. In fact, the EU can take over the responsibility for Euro-
pean-led operations, the sword being provided by the EU member
states and their non-EU partners, a coalition of the willing, and/
or by NATO.

We know that some people in the U.S., without necessarily op-
posing the construction of a common security and defense policy for
the European Union, fear that this would weaken the Trans-
atlantic Link. For three reasons, I think that this fear is not justi-
fied. First, decoupling Europe from the U.S. would not be sensible
at all because a strategic link which exists at present between both
sidelsd of the Atlantic Ocean is vital for peace and stability in the
world.

Second, discriminating between the European NATO allies on
the basis, for instance, of whether they are EU members or not is
not what we have in mind. We should offer everyone the possibility
of joining the EU in a military operation if we think that it might
be valuable.

Third, the issue of duplication is a bit more complex. We should
avoid unnecessary duplication, but extra capacity is needed. During
the Kosovo war, the means and capacities of the Atlantic Alliance
were used in some fields to their maximum. If the Europeans had
been able to put more combat aircraft, more air refueling tankers,
more electronic jamming equipment, more airlift capacity and so on
into the battle, it would have been better for the Atlantic Alliance
as a whole. I do not think that American public opinion would un-
derstand if the Europeans, in carrying out Petersberg tasks, have
each time to ask the U.S. for help. This could lead to isolationism
in the United States.

Consequently, Europe must meet the need for burden-sharing by
being prepared to spend more on its own security and defense pol-
icy, in line with the defense capabilities initiative approved in
Washington. A strong Europe is in the interest of the United States
because it would be a viable strategic partner sharing the same
values and many interests.

In conclusion, the European Union and the U.S. must work to-
gether to secure peace, security and prosperity in the world. A
strong European Union, with its economic strength, its own cur-
rency and a credible foreign policy backed up by genuine military
capacities will be the partner that the United States needs and has
always asked for. Our collective responsibilities are immense: We
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must help Russia to find a new equilibrium after the collapse of its
empire; we must help the peace process in the Middle East; we
must help Africa to overcome its tribal wars and tackle its prob-
lems of underdevelopment; finally, we must make every endeavor
to divert Asia from getting into a new arms race, above all when
nuclear weapons are at stake.

Finally, I am convinced that other countries are willing to join
us in order to make the world better. Many of the issues we are
faced with nowadays are not of a military nature. They are linked
with economic development, illegal trafficking of all kinds, drugs,
threats to the environment, ethnic hatred, et cetera. On these
issues, it is possible to work together—Europe, America, Russia,
China, Japan, Africa. In order to achieve this, let us start by con-
solidating our Transatlantic Link on the basis of an equal partner-
ship.

A final appeal to you: Trust this Europe which is building itself
and giving itself a security and defense dimension. I am convinced
that President Truman, General Marshall and Dean Acheson, who
helped us 50 years ago, would be proud of what they could see now-
adays if they were still alive. Thank you very much.

Chairman GILMAN. Thank you, Elmar Brok.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Brok appears in the appendix.]

Mr. Duncan Smith, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF IAIN DUNCAN SMITH, M.P. SHADOW SEC-
RETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE, HOUSE OF COMMONS,
LONDON, ENGLAND

Mr. DuncAN SMITH. Mr. Chairman, first let me start by saying
what a pleasure it is to come and address this Committee. Perhaps
I can get my House to return the compliment to you or anybody
else on this same subject. I am going to try to keep my comments
reasonably short, because I know that you have copies of my writ-
ten evidence.

Chgirman GILMAN. Your full statement will be made part of the
record.

Mr. DuncaN SMITH. I will keep it quite narrow. Perhaps I can
say from the outset that I want to ask the simple question: is the
ESDI leading to a better defense for the Nations of Europe and for
the United States, or is it now heading in the direction which is
more likely to render the NATO alliance less powerful and less
positive?

First of all, by summarizing what the threat was, I have to say
that I was one of those who for a long time after the fall of the
Berlin Wall took the view that the nations of NATO, including the
U.S.A., had misread the situation globally and had cut too far and
too fast into their defense forces before recognizing exactly what
the problems were likely to be over the next 10 or 15 years.

One of the key areas is the knowledge that without the two-su-
perpower rivalry, we were likely to see regional conflicts over eth-
nic wars blowing up much more often than before because the re-
straining pressure placed by those two superpowers on their allies
was now going to be missing. We have seen much of that take
place; and as we have already seen, both the U.S.A. and my coun-
try and others in Europe to a greater and lesser extent have been
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sucked into those conflicts. We only have to look at the commit-
ment levels of the armed forces in the United Kingdom to recognize
that we are pretty much deployed all over the world involved in
peacekeeping operations. I can rightly say up to about a month ago
we were nearly 50 percent committed to peacekeeping operations,
which is a pretty significant figure.

What kind of a threat does that pose to what was the traditional
defense posture of NATO, not just because there is a regional
threat to Western interests and to trade interests, but then how
does that become global? I guess really the main point to be made
here was made earlier on by Congressman Sherman, who talked
about ballistic missile threats.

I have believed for a long time that the proliferation of ballistic
missiles is the horse that got out of the stable, and there is no way
that we are going to shut that door and keep it in. It’s gone. We
have to accept that the world that we see over the next ten years
is more unstable and one which will progressively find some of
these unstable nations armed with weapons of mass destruction
with the capability to project them at either the U.S.A. or my coun-
try or the countries of Western Europe. That is what makes this
issue of NATO all the more important now after a period when too
many cynical people had assumed that threats to their homeland
were gone.

I am glad to see that the U.S.A. has recognized this and started
on a ballistic missile defense program. I am fully in support of that,
and I wish that the nations of Europe would wake up to that im-
mediately and try to involve themselves with the U.S.A. in that
same program. However, this is not happening, and that has got
to be a clear concern for the U.S.A. because what the U.S.A. is
doing at the moment has a knock-on effect for Europe.

I am also interested to note that President Chirac’s comments
created a storm over here. I noticed that Mr. Rubin—perhaps I
should say on the edge of diplomatic language retaliated in criti-
cism of France, and some might say that he is justified in doing
it. But, importantly we are beginning to see the tensions emerging
between the nations of Western Europe and the United States, and
I believe that much of the reason for that lies at the door of the
ESDI process as we see it emerging. There was a major change in
direction a year ago. Yes, we have heard about the Petersberg
agreements and what we are meant to be doing in terms of more
low-level unification in terms of defense in Europe. What I believe
happened a year ago was that there was a major change. A year
ago my government decided that they would agree with France,
hence the St. Malo agreement to accelerate that process and to
drive it forward to a much bigger scheme which would involve a
much greater range of military capacity in Europe. At that stage,
it was said within NATO, but as we have seen from there, through
Cologne, I believe actually that it is progressively being moved, by
those who would like to see it moved out of NATO, separate from
NATO. You will see that is becoming quite clear.

Some of the phraseology, both in the St. Malo and the Cologne
agreements, speaks louder than any words I can use here. In St.
Malo it was made clear that, “the European Union will also need
to have recourse to suitable military means, European capabilities
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predesignated within NATO’s European pillar or national or multi-
national means outside of the NATO framework”.

If you have a look at what was reported by the individual nations
and their own press, you begin to see how this was interpreted. In
France, it was interpreted for the first time as “an autonomous ca-
pability for action backed by credible military forces” to take place
within the E.U. common foreign and security policy. Around Eu-
rope, that became much the same case.

It was greeted as a change of heart for Britain. For the first
time, Britain apparently was no longer going to block any separate
defense capability. It was talked of in Spain as “the new openness”,
and I gather that the German foreign minister, Joschka Fischer,
called the St. Malo initiative “useful from the viewpoint of Euro-
pean policy.”

My point that I am making here is that about 12 or so months
ago a shift took place, and critical to that shift was the U.K. At
that time, we were told that the U.S.A. didn’t have a problem with
that because, of course, at the Washington agreement, the Wash-
ington meeting, it was made quite clear that the European defense
initiative would somehow find favor. Yes, I read the pages relevant
to that—page 65 and on the back of 65—and it is quite interesting
to note that throughout the bit dealing with the ESDI, what you
find is that the organization in Europe which is referred to is the
WEU. It is the WEU. Only one reference is made outside of the
mziiin points to the EU, and that was in a final paragraph at the
end.

My point is that since this was agreed, what has happened
across the EU is that now, as you heard from Mr. Brok, the WEU
is to be wound progressively into the EU. That was never made ab-
solutely clear at the time of the Washington Summit, and I think
that tells us exactly where this is going.

It is the EU, which is the political body; and if you talk about
winding what had previously been a defense identity within NATO
into the political body of Europe, what you begin to see is a polit-
ical military structure that is progressively going to drive itself out-
side of NATO. We hear, endlessly, justification for this process is
that we will do more, it will be done better.

Then, as you see from my testimony—I put a series of tables to-
gether for expenditure and the quality of expenditure across the
nations of Europe; what you see there is quite the contrary. What
you see in countries—in Germany and Italy, Spain included—you
see a dramatic falling off in defense expenditure.

But even that level of defense expenditure hides a truly impor-
tant factor which is the quality of defense spending. In far too
many of the countries in Europe, these are very much dominated
by what I would call conscription-based armies, which means you
spend a lot of the proportion of your money on troops and very lit-
tle, by comparison, on equipment.

Not much of that is likely to change. Even the German foreign
minister made that quite clear about a week ago when he accepted
that while they will try to reduce some of that spending on con-
scription, it will never go away completely. It is seen as a process
of social engineering, which is a fair political point, but it leads us
to the conclusion that the quality of that spending is not likely,
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necessarily, to rise to any great degree. Isn’t that really the nub of
the point?

From the U.S.A.’s point of view, you say quite rightly you want
the nations of Europe after Kosovo to be able to do more and do
it better. My answer to you, very simply, to that question, is how
do you do it? You have to either spend more and spend it better;
no amount of new structures in Europe that we designate in the
ESDI are going to change that if, at the end of the day, the capac-
ity of your armed forces is not up to the job of deploying, and de-
ploying in such a way as to resolve the problem of the conflict.
Kosovo highlighted that; and the one point about Kosovo that
showed that, ironically, the U.K.’s position at the moment is much
closer to the U.S.’s than any other nation in Europe, both in quality
terms, you will see from my figures—both in R&D and equip-
ment—that the U.K. spends very similar amounts and proportions
to the U.S.A., whereas most of the nations of Europe do not. That
is the key point.

I see this process of the ESDI as a political maneuver that is
being hijacked to take away from the real question which has to
be answered: how will the nations of Europe ante up to their major
responsibilities in defending both Western Europe, with the United
States and Western interests which I define inside my submission;
and then I come back to ballistic missile defense.

I actually believe that there is now a very serious threat emerg-
ing from rogue nations. Across Europe, no real discussion is taking
place; hardly a word is said about this. You can’t provoke any dis-
cussion. It is for two reasons: A, they don’t want to spend the
money; and B, it reminds them very seriously of how important the
link with the U.S.A. is because most of the development has been
taking place over here. Personally, I wish that would change, and
I would like to see all of the nations of Europe recognize the impor-
tance of defending themselves against this potential threat.

So what I am really proposing is that now, as ever, or more than
ever before, it is time for NATO to think of itself again as one unit.
In other words, the countries that make up NATO, the nations that
make up NATO do have minimum obligations, and that is in terms
of defense expenditure and the quality of that expenditure and
there is no way around that. That is the key point to be putting
across and that is never answered when we get to that question.
Ballistic missile defense needs to be taken on as a NATO Program,
and it is time the nations of Europe woke up to that, and I think
the ESDI allows them to slide away from that responsibility far too
easily.

I would say that the key to this is the U.K. It is the key because,
as I said, of its defense spending and quality of spending and the
fact that almost alone in Europe it has the ability to project troops
and equipment to places around the globe. Quality is every bit as
important in the U.K. as I believe it is over here. We have seen
that in Kosovo, in the Gulf. It is a capable ally that is capable of
backing up what its obligations are.

I think that the trouble with the ESDI from the U.S. point of
view is the danger as we get sucked more and more into this polit-
ical framework, what you get more in terms of the framework is
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less in terms of the military potency in response to your require-
ments.

I do not want to see that. I believe that the nations of Europe
and the U.S. have common purpose in defending Western Europe
and the continental United States and North America, as well as
joining together to face threats to Western interests around the
globe. Now is surely not the time to create an artificial divide in
NATO that will only exacerbate the problems and the rows.

The comments from Mr. Rubin are an example of what happens
if you release some of the anti-American sentiments that are nas-
cent in politicians’ minds across Europe. This gets driven away
from the core of NATO, and that will only create problems for
NATO to act cohesively in the future.

I say that I believe what we need to do is restate the pre-
eminence of NATO, restate the reality that nothing needs to be
done beyond NATO. NATO has always had the capacity for indi-
vidual nations to operate by themselves or in groups, operate with
the heavy lift, including the intelligence. We need to restate that,
restructure around that, and not look for this division. I would urge
you here in Congress to think very carefully about offering a blank
check to what is going on in Europe.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Duncan Smith appears in the ap-
pendix. |

Chairman GILMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Duncan Smith.
We appreciate the testimony of both of you very much.

Mr. Duncan Smith, in your September, 1999 remarks at the En-
terprise Institute, you stated that European contributions to the
ballistic missile defense project would, and I quote, “require some
major revisions to the European project.” Can you tell us why that
case would be your conclusion, and could Britain not lead European
support of a ballistic missile project under any foreseeable Euro-
pean security arrangement?

Mr. SMITH. Yes, I would very much like my country to lead and
persuade the nations of Europe, Western Europe, to get on board
and come alongside the U.S. in the process, in the development and
certainly in the deployment of such defense structures. I believe,
typical sometimes of the generosity here, that the U.S. would be
willing—from what I understand from discussions with Adminis-
tration officials and Members of this House, be willing to deploy
such a system in Europe; and I think it is up to the nations in Eu-
rope to actually face up to that and come alongside and do some-
thing about it.

I think the problem is that too many in Europe don’t want to be
reminded of the need to increase defense expenditures, certainly to
improve the quality of it. Second, I think the preeminence of the
U.S. in terms of the technology and capability would be a huge re-
minder in this case. Ballistic missile defense reminds them and
seems to move in the opposite direction to what is so often stated
in these agreements, including Cologne and after.

Chairman GILMAN. Mr. Brok, you said recently, “I quite like the
idea of including Article V of the WEU treaty, commitment and
mutual assistance, in a protocol to annex to the EU treaty to which
those countries, so wishing, could sign up.”.
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Mr. Brok, could you comment further on that? What reaction
have you received from the neutral EU members to that proposal?
If the EU treaty were to incorporate an Article V guarantee, would
non-NATO EU members essentially be receiving a back-door secu-
rity guarantee from the United States?

Mr. BroOK. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I do not need to deliver
speeches as a member of the opposition party for my internal coun-
try affairs on the basis of NATO, because NATO is, in my opinion,
much too valuable to misuse it for such purposes.

Second, to answer your question directly, I believe that it would
be very helpful to increasingly integrate the neutral countries of
Europe into our common responsibility. Due to the internal situa-
tion of such neutral and nonallied countries, it is with difficulty
that they go directly to any defense alliance. But if we put Article
V into a protocol of the EU treaty, then it would be an easier after
a time of cooperation on that basis, that such Congresses individ-
ually sign up for membership, which I think would be in our com-
mon interest.

I know, for example, that many parties in such countries—in
Sweden, in Finland, in Austria—would like to support such a pro-
posal. It is more or less a problem of the social democratic parties
of such countries. Anyway, I can imagine that it will be part of the
intergovernmental conference which will take place next year.

Chairman GILMAN. Mr. Duncan Smith, some of our Members are
beginning to question a new strategic concept that has been adopt-
ed by NATO at the Washington Summit, which says that the Alli-
ance should be prepared to defend our shared common interests
and values when they are threatened. Those who question the stra-
tegic concept point out that it seems to bolster the new doctrine of
humanitarian intervention that has been used to justify the NATO
military intervention in Serbia.

Do you believe that NATO itself may be suffering from strategic
fuzziness in conceptualizing its fundamental purposes in a new
post-Cold War environment?

Mr. DUNCAN SMITH. I do think that is a criticism that NATO has
to take on board. I have watched with interest the development of
this new humanitarian doctrine with some cynicism. One has to
look across to Chechnya and ask what is different about the hu-
manitarian option over there; and the answer is, practical politics
is the difference. That is what NATO has always been about, decid-
ing how and when it can operate. The same goes for politics of all
nations. They decide what they can do and can’t do, what is within
the scope of their power and capability, and they try to do good
within those limitations.

Now, I think, therefore, if there is less said about pure humani-
tarian intervention and more about what we believe to be the de-
fense of natural and classic Western interests and Western values,
then we get a much closer concept or much easier concept of how
NATO will operate. That brings into clear perspective the justifica-
tion for the operations in Kosovo, much as it did in the Gulf, and
that should form the basis of the doctrine.

Chairman GILMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Gejdenson.
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Brok, my sense here is that the new pro-
posal simply provides a process within the EU for Europeans to ra-
tionalize their defense procurement and manufacturing. Am I
wrong on that? Basically what you look to this new process to do—
Mr. Smith says I am wrong—is to use the EU’s structure to de-
velop a European-wide manufacturing system—what countries are
going to be responsible for what, what items they are going to
buy—and you feel that will give you a better ability to be an equal
partngr in NATO, as well as, obviously, some independent ability
to act?

Mr. BrOK. No, I do not think this is the main purpose. The main
purpose is to enable Europeans to do something like in the former
Yugoslavia where, with certain capacities, we could have avoided
war. I think such a capacity must be effective, and this is then a
real burden-sharing.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Do you mean in the military sense?

Mr. BrOK. Both in prevention policy, and also financial aid and
trade could be a part of that. If I could follow my partner from the
U.K., then Mr. Marshall pursued with the Marshall Plan a wrong
policy; but I think he created a right policy in order to change Eu-
rope in a positive sense.

Second, I believe Europe must have also military capacities, be-
cause if we are to be able to prevent war in negotiations, we must
show that we have military capacities to do so. In this way, also,
we can be part of a better burden-sharing. If we organize our de-
fense policy in a better way, we can also take more burden-sharing
in actions around the world together with the United States. At the
moment, we have no capacities to do so. We could also make better
use of our budgets in order to combine our abilities. To this pro-
curement and manufacturing question, this may be a result of the
internal market, but is not at the output of ESDI. This is output
of the common market, when you see the mergers of different com-
panies; and I think this European defense initiative has nothing to
do with getting Europe in a better position to American

Mr. GEJDENSON. That wasn’t my question, although that is the
one that you obviously wanted to answer at this stage.

My question really, is that what you have got to do? You can’t
have each of the European countries trying to manufacture every
item; you can’t have each of the European countries trying to sus-
tain a defense budget that has every kind of system in it. You have
got to rationalize not just the manufacturing, but the choices that
you?are making collectively, and the EU process will do that for
you?

Mr. Brok. It will do this in a certain way, that is true.

Mr. GEJDENSON. I think that is a positive development.

Mr. Duncan Smith——

Mr. BRrOK. If I may say just one more word about it, I believe
very much that this European ability will be brought also to the
clolser cooperation of armies, that we have a common procurement
policy.

Mr. DuNcAaN SMITH. I just wanted to make the point that again
this really should be seen in a wider NATO context. If we talk
about nationalization of defense production, quite right, you don’t
want lots of poor-quality companies running around not being able
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to produce what is required. But then you can’t have “fortress Eu-
rope” defense production.

Actually this speaks volumes about a transatlantic involvement,
both U.S. and European manufacturers. If you take the politics out
of it, what you see across from Germany and Britain are those
manufacturers making that decision. They are saying if we can
within Europe, we do, but we also recognize that we need to work
with the U.S.A.

Mr. GEJDENSON. It seems to me that the present activities just
within NATO haven’t achieved those goals, as Kosovo proved.
When we went into Kosovo, we had, I think, the best political co-
operation we have ever had on an activity, but America was just
technologically in a different place and able to operate in conditions
that Europeans couldn’t. So the current structure hasn’t had the
political capability of bringing the Europeans to a point where they
have made those decisions so they can be an equal partner. Maybe
this new structure will then give the Europeans the ability within
NATO to come to that point.

Mr. DUNCAN SMITH. You are going to see that take place because
there is not the defense base to sustain the level.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Let’s assume that you are correct. What is the
danger of having a unified Europe, working with a unified United
States all within NATO? What is the danger of using the EU to
help make the decisions within Europe so that instead of the
United States trying to negotiate with Italy, with England, France,
Poland, and all of these other countries, that the Europeans ration-
alize, and in that process there is one place for the Americans to
have contact.

Mr. DuncaN SMITH. What you will see from the companies is
that they will do it themselves. When you said the capacity Kosovo
showed, actually, the U.K.’s capacity is much closer to the U.S.’s
because their spending levels and the quality is much higher than
the others.

If you are dealing with defense budgets that are falling and poor
quality, you will end up with a “fortress Europe” for the wrong rea-
sons that won’t produce that capacity.

Mr. BRrOK. I would like to make one short remark.

To work together is to use synergy effects, and therefore a Euro-
pean procurement agency makes sense. But the biggest European
armament company, which was set up in France, is owned partly
by the United States because of the Daimler Chrysler merger.
Therefore, I do not see the danger of any “fortress Europe.” .

Mr. BEREUTER. [Presiding.] Mr. Brok, Mr. Duncan Smith, it is
nice to see you both here. I wish I had been here for all of your
testimony.

YVe will call on Dr. Cooksey from Louisiana for the five-minute
rule.

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Duncan Smith, in looking at your testimony,
do these numbers for your defense budget reflect the cost of the
war in Kosovo?

Mr. DuNcaN SMITH. No, the extra costs from Kosovo would pre-
sumably have to be factored in. Those don’t have that factored in
yet. But in terms of the overall spending, I don’t think that they
will shift it dramatically. A couple of nations will have an effect.
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Certainly not in the R&D and procurement side; you will not see
any shift in proportionate terms.

For a country like U.K., the treasury has already agreed this is
an exceptional spend, and therefore it isn’t directly out of the de-
fense budget, as it were.

Mr. COOKSEY. So the percentage of defense spending——

Mr. DUNCAN SMITH. You have to take the peaks out and even out
the trend. I think the trends are in here, which are falling budgets,
falling quality for the most part.

Mr. COOKSEY. You made a statement; you said that the political-
military structure will drive itself out of NATO. Would you elabo-
rate on that? You predicted that could happen.

Mr. DuNCAN SMITH. My concern is that the whole process as we
have certainly seen it shift in the last 12 months has moved beyond
what was originally conceived, I believe, in Petersberg, which is
more about consolidating and procurement and some of the smaller
arrangements. It has moved to a much bigger process, which is
about moving the European defense initiative into the EU, bringing
in the WEU and creating a political-military structure which has
a life of its own, and I believe will actually play to this idea.

I look back over the development of the European Union over the
last 25 or 30 years, and I believe there is a natural process that
takes place which begins to create an identity which separates
itself. In this case it creates an artificial divide. I have never be-
lieved that there was a division between Europe and the U.S.A. in
NATO. The beauty of NATO was that it believed in the concept of
partnership of nations within NATO. In creating a European di-
mension, I ask the question, what exactly is it we are going to be
doing, where the United States will simply disagree with us fun-
damentally; and where is the capacity for us to do that in the sense
that somehow we will replicate or change direction and have the
capacity to develop or deploy forces in the same way that the
U.S.A. might do.

There are some people across Europe who believe in a counter-
balance principle to the U.S.A., and that somehow Europe should
act as a counterbalance against some of what they might consider
to be some of the more extreme gestures or policy positions of the
U.S. I don’t follow that, but this allows that process to develop, I
believe.

Mr. COOKSEY. One of you mentioned the anti-American senti-
ment in the EU, and we are accustomed to that, and I probably
agree with it at times, because sometimes we do send a mixed mes-
sage about what our foreign policy is.

What are the sources of that within the EU, the major sources?
What countries specifically are those anti-American sentiments
coming from? I assume that it is not Germany or Great Britain.

Mr. DUNCAN SMITH. I don’t want to comment on individuals, but
I did raise the point—and I am interested to hear what Mr. Brok
has to say about this—the comments Mr. Rubin made in the last
24 hours about the Chirac speech concerning ballistic missile de-
fense.

There has always been an element of that around. It exists prob-
ably in almost every nation in Europe, some stronger than others.
Sometimes it makes its way into policy statements, more often
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than not, but it is always a developing undercurrent which has to
be kept in check as compromises are made on policy.

But the concern that I am talking about, is that this process al-
lows that to flourish rather than keep it under tight control.

Mr. CoOKSEY. We expect a certain amount of that.

I am from Louisiana, and Louisiana has ties to France, and I
was over there a month ago, and I always enjoy my time in France.
But in Louisiana we still have a few little Napoleons, and I think
there are still probably some in France, too. That may be the
source of the problem.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman GILMAN. [Presiding.] Thank you, Dr. Cooksey.

Mr. BROK. Is it possible to answer the question from my side, or